vigorous worldwide in protesting abuses of human rights, not only in countries considered antagonistic to the United States, but also in countries that are allies of the United States. We might consider a couple of examples: the Bush Administration's decision to deny certification to Uzbekistan, one of the countries that played a very important role as a staging ground for the war in Afghanistan, and the Bush Administration's decision at a certain point to threaten to withhold about a 135 million dollars in aid to Egypt, unless a notable democracy and human rights campaigner, Saad Eddin Ibrahim, was released from prison.
The Bush Administration has also been outspoken in a rhetorical commitment to human rights, as evidenced in the National Security Strategy of the United States of America, which was issued on September 17, 2002. I am going to come back to this document, because I think that it is of seminal significance in understanding the policies of the Bush Administration. Page four of the National Security Strategy of the United States of America (2002) says, "We will speak out honestly about violations of the non-negotiable demands of human dignity, using our voice and vote in international institutions to advance freedom; use our foreign aid to promote freedom and support those who have struggled nonviolently for it, ensuring that nations moving towards democracy are rewarded for the steps they take; make freedom and the development of democratic institutions key themes in our bilateral relations, seeking solidarity and cooperation from other democracies while we press governments that deny human rights to move to a better future; take special efforts to promote freedom of religion and conscience, and defend it from encroachments by repressive governments. We will champion the cause of human dignity and oppose those who resist it." I do not think any human rights organization could do better in articulating a policy.
So, how is it that a government that is both rhetorically committed to human rights and that has taken systematic action to try to promote human rights has done damage to the human rights cause? I think that there are three reasons that it has done damage, and I will consider each of those reasons in turn. There was to be another report issued that would go into greater detail about the democracy deficit. Yet the work on that report has resulted in turmoil. Whether the report on the democracy deficit will be produced is now unclear, because the Arab intellectuals who are associated with the project want to include lengthy denunciations of United States policy in the report, and a United Nations agency does not want to be the sponsor of a document with those denunciations of United States policy.
From the standpoint of the Arab intellectuals, they feel they have to separate themselves from United States policy in order to have credibility in their region. So, when the United States speaks in the name of democracy and human rights in justifying its policy in the Middle East, Arab intellectuals who are themselves committed to democracy and human rights run away as fast as they can. It tarnishes their effort. That is, I believe, one of the consequences of American military policy that is proving very destructive. The very terms democracy and human rights are increasingly associated in many parts of the world with American willingness to impose our government's will by its superior force, and to act in a way that seems to disregard all international agreements and international conventions in the process of imposing its will.
A second way that the Bush Administration's policies have helped to give human rights a bad name has to do with our own practices since September 11,
2001
. The United States always had something of a checkered record in promoting human rights internationally. There were parts of the world where we were very vigorous in promoting human rights, and there were parts of the world where we were allies of those who were abusing human rights. On balance, however, the United States was a force worldwide for the human rights cause, and part of that had to do with our own reputation as a government that was respectful of human rights. The United States' own practices were widely admired worldwide, and those who criticized United States policy complained that we were willing to ally ourselves with governments that were not similarly respectful of human rights. The chapters in this volume by Carol Greenhouse and Neil Hicks expand on this point.
What has happened since September 11, 2001, is that the image of the United States worldwide is now the image of a human rights violator, rather than the image of a respecter of human rights. Everywhere in the world people know about Guantanamo Bay, and Guatanamo has become a symbol of American policy. The idea that the United States would arbitrarily hold a large number of people in a legal black hole for a period of years with no access to attorneys, no access to families, and no charges, was beyond anything that anyone could have expected. Several other democratic countries have had terrorist problems. Britain has had the IRA, Spain has had the ETA, India has had terrorism related to Kashmir, Israel has had suicide bombing and other forms of terrorism. None of the democratic countries elsewhere in the world that have experienced terrorism did anything that is comparable to Guantanamo in the manner that they dealt with terrorism. There were delays in bringing detainees before judges in various places, and periods of time when they did not have access to lawyers and families, In Latin America today, only one country, Cuba, is an out and out dictatorship. Democracy, sometimes in a somewhat authoritarian mode, prevails everywhere else in Latin America. Yet, if you study surveys of public opinion in Latin America, you will see that substantial numbers of people throughout the western hemisphere think that democracy has not achieved much for them. Many throughout the region would prefer a return to military regimes or some other form of authoritarian rule, because they are so disappointed with democracy. A major reason is that democracy has been unable to deliver for them economically.
They tend to see the free trade policies, or the manner in which the United States espouses free trade policies and labels them as fundamental human rights, as part of the problem with democracy. This has caused a popular disenchantment with democracy and human rights in Latin America. While this is less true in other parts of the world that have not been such significant targets of free trade agreements, it is the case with much of Latin America.
These are the three factors that, in combination, are doing a disservice to the human rights cause internationally. Unfortunately the United States looms so large in world affairs, that having the United States and its policies on the one hand associated with the promotion of democracy and human rights, and on the other hand arousing antagonism in many parts of the world, is very bad for the human rights cause.
I recall that when we launched Human Rights Watch a little more than a quarter of a century ago, a significant component of our strategy was to leverage the power, purse, and influence of the United States to promote human rights more systematically around the world. From the standpoint of those who are trying to promote human rights today, it is necessary to pursue the opposite course. One has to put as much distance as one can between one's own efforts and the efforts of the United States government.
Whether the situation is subject to repair, if there were to be a change of administration, I do not know. The damage has been done for a very long time to come.
I cannot think of any ready substitute for the influence that the United States previously could bring to bear to promote human rights. Unfortunately, even at a time when good faith efforts are made by the United States, as indeed I think many of the efforts of the Bush Administration have been, the effect is very often counter productive. This is one of the collateral consequences of 9/11 and the manner in which the United States responded to it, especially in the case of the nexus that the Bush Administration established between its use of military force and the human rights cause, and in the degree to which its abuses of human rights at Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib made the United States seem hypocritical in claiming to stand for human rights. September 11, 2001, was, of course, a
disaster. Yet I wonder if even the perpetrators of 9/11 could have imagined all the collateral disasters that have followed in its wake.
